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Chapter1 Introduction
ThegrammaticalizationprocessIwildiscussinthispaperisthedevelopmentofadeter-
minersystem,i.e.theemergenceandestablishmentofafunctionalDPinthehistoryofEnglish.
Thearticlestheanda/anarebelievedtohavedevelopedfrom theOldEnglishdemonstrative
se/seoandthenumeralan・one・（cf.Sommerer2011）.Thisisaninstantiationofgrammatical-
ization（HopperandTraugott2003）.FolowingGelderen（1993）,Abraham（1997）,Philippi（1997）,
IassumethatOldEnglishhadnoobligatoryfunctionaldeterminersystemDP,unlikePresent-day
English,andtheDPemergedintheMiddleEnglishperiodandbecameestablishedbyaround
1400.
InPresent-dayEnglish,therearetwoarticles,definitetheandindefinitea/an.Thereare
marked asymmetriesbetween thedefiniteand indefinitearticlesin termsofsemantics,
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Inthispaper,Idiscusstheemergenceofarticles,theanda/an,inthehistoryofEnglish.Theindefi-
nitearticlea/anappearedlaterthanthedefinitearticletheinEnglish.Thisphenomenonisalsotobe
observedinotherlanguages（Abraham1997,Lyons1999）.Furthermore,therearemarkedasymmetries
betweenthedefiniteandindefinitearticlesintermsofbothsemanticsanddistribution（Christophersen
1939,Lyons1999,Crisma2011,DryerandHaspelmath2013）.HereItrytoelucidatethereasonsforthese
asymmetries.
Thearticlestheanda/anarebelievedtohavedevelopedfromtheOldEnglishdemonstrativese/seo
andthenumeralan・one・（cf.Sommerer2011）.Thisisaninstantiationofgrammaticalization（Hopper
andTraugott2003）.Iassumethatasyntacticdeterminersystem,DP（Abney1987）,wasabsentinOld
English.
BasedonanexaminationofTheYork-Toronto-HelsinkiParsedCorpusofOldEnglishProse（YCOE）,
andThePenn-HelsinkiParsedCorpusofMiddleEnglish,PhaseII（PPCME2）,Iclaimthatse/seocontrib-
utedtothisgrammaticalization（primarygrammaticalization）,whileanwasgrammaticalizedasa
resultofthisprimarygrammaticalization.
Inmyhypothesis,grammaticalizationmeanscreatingafunctionalspaceinagivenstructure.In
thiscase,aspacehasbeenestablishedbeforeanouninanominalstructure.Therefore,although
dependingonthepropertiesofnominals,theuseofdeterminershasbecomeobligatoryinPresent-day
English（cf.Gelderen1993,2000）.Se/seocontributedtothecreationofthisspace,whileanwaslater
grammticalizedinthedeterminerspacecreatedbyse/seo.Hence,thetimedifferenceintheirappear-
ancecanbeaccountedforinthisway.
Abstract
distributionanddiachrony.Inthispaper,Iwildiscusswhytherearesuchasymmetriesbetween
thetwoarticles.Iespecialytrytoanswerthequestionofwhytheindefinitearticleappeared
laterthanthedefinitearticle.Itiswidelyknownthattheindefinitearticlea/anappearedlater
thanthedefinitearticletheinthehistoryofEnglish.Thisphenomenonalsooccurredinother
languages（Abraham1997,Lyons1999）.
Mymainclaimsare:
① theindefinitearticlea/anasaD（eterminer）-headappearedlaterthanthedefinitearticlethe
asaDheadinEnglishbecausetheappearanceoftheindefinitearticleisaside-effectofthe
emergenceofthedefinitearticletheasaDhead.
② theprecursoroftheindefinitearticlea/an,namely,theOldEnglishnumeralan・one・didnot
contributemuchtothegrammaticalizationofadeterminersystem,whiletheancestorsof
the,i.e.OldEnglishse/seo,did.
Tryingtoanswerthesequestions,Iwilmakeanimportantsuggestionastothenatureof
grammaticalization.
Theoutlineofthispaperisasfolows:inChapter2Iwilsummarizetheasymmetriesbe-
tweenthedefiniteandindefinitearticles;inChapter3IwildiscusstheabsenceofaDPinOld
EnglishandtheemergenceofaDsystem;inChapter4Iwildiscusstheriseoftheindefinite
article;inChapter5,Iconcludemydiscussion.
Chapter2 Asymmetriesbetweendefiniteandindefinitearticles
2.1.Quantitativeaspect
Thereisamarkedasymmetrybetweendefiniteandindefinitedeterminers.Thefirstaspect
ofthisasymmetryisthequantitativefactthatlanguagesmayhaveadefinite,butnotanindefi-
nitearticle.AccordingtoTheWorldAtlasofLanguageStructuresOnline（DryerandHaspelmath
2013）,thenumberoflanguageswhichhaveadefiniteworddistinctfromdemonstratives,is216,
while102languageshaveanindefiniteworddistinctfrom・one・（i.e.numeral）.Thenumberof
languageswhichhavebothdistinctdefiniteandindefinitearticlesis55,whilethenumberof
languageswhichhaveneitherdefinitenorindefinitearticlesis198.Forexample,Russian,Hindi,
Urdu,Japanese,Korean,Czech,Finnish,Polish,etc.lackbothtypes.
Thenumberoflanguageswhichhavenoindefinite,butadefinitearticleis98,whilethe
numberoflanguageswhichhavenodefinite,butanindefinitearticleis45.Forexample,Irishhas
onlyadefinitearticleandtheabsenceofthedefinitearticlesignifiesthatagivennounphraseis
indefinite.
Thepresenceof45languageswhichhaveonlyindefinitearticlesmaybeacounter-example
tomysubsequentclaim.However,in20ofthem,theindefinitearticleisthesamewordas・one・,
thatis,thenumeraloneisusedastheindefinitearticle.AnarticlemeansaDheadofthesyntac-
ticcategoryDP,whichisheadingitsownsyntacticprojectioninthenominalstructure;the
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numeralisexcluded.
TheWALSOnlinecountsJapaneseasalanguagewhichhasnodefinitebutanindefinite
articledistinctfrom thenumeralone.However,asmanyresearchershavecommentedonThe
WALSOnline,Japanesehasnoarticles,neitherdefinitenorindefinite.・Aru・（＝acertain）isnot
anarticle.
WhetherDPispresentornotinagivenlanguageshouldbedecidedbasedonsyntactic
criteriasuchasreflexivebinding.SomeoflanguageswhicharejudgedtohavearticlesonThe
WALSOnlinemighthavenoarticles.Hence,ifthatisthecase,theactualnumberoflanguages
whichhavearticlesislowerthanthat.
ThedatafromTheWALSOnlinehasshownthatthereisastrikingdifferenceinthedistribu-
tionofdefiniteandindefinitearticlesintheworld・slanguages.Thedefinitedeterminerismore
widelyspreadthantheindefinitedeterminer.Indeed,languageswhichlackbothdefiniteand
indefinitedeterminesarecommon.
2.2.semanticaspect
HereIwildiscusstheasymmetrybetweenthedefiniteandindefinitearticlesfromadiffer-
entaspect,i.e.thesemanticone.Iraiseaveryfundamentalquestionofwhatsemanticcontent
thePresent-dayEnglishindefinitearticle,a/an,has.Theexpectedansweristhattheindefinite
determinerimplies・indefiniteness・,ormorespecificaly,itmakesindefinitethenounphrasewith
thedeterminer.
However,nounphraseswhichdonotcontaintheindefinitedetermineralsodenoteindefi-
niteness:
（1） Iboughtthreebooksthismorning.（Lyons1999:33）
Wheredoesthisindefinitereadingcomefrom?Doesthenumeralthreeconveytheindefinite
reading?Asshownin（2）,numeralscanco-occurwithdefinitedeterminers:
（2） Passmethosethreebooks.（Lyons1999:33）
Ifsuchisthecase,numeralsmaybesupposedtobeneutralwithrespectto（in）definiteness（cf.
Lyons1999:33）.A plausibleansweristhattheabsenceofthedefinitearticlecangivean
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Table1
Definitearticledistinctfromdemonstrative 216
Indefinitearticledistinctfrom・one・ 102
DefinitearticleandIndefinitearticledistinctfrom・one・ 55
NoDefiniteorIndefinitearticle 198
NoDefinitebutIndefinitearticle 45
NoIndefinitebutDefinitearticle 98
（Source:MatthewSDryer.2013.DefiniteArticles.IndefiniteArticles.TheWALSOnline）
indefinitereading.Whatroledoestheindefinitearticleplay,then,ifanounphrasewithoutitcan
conveyanindefinitereading?Itisnotimplausibletoclaimthattheindefinitearticlea/anhasno
inherentmeaningexcept・one・anddoesnotplaymuchofaroleinthePresent-dayEnglishdeter-
minersystem.
Ofcourse,itisnotthattheindefinitearticlehasnofunctionatal.Itsignifiesthatagiven
nounisacountablesingularnoun,andisthusamarkerofconuntability.However,thisfunction
couldbetakencareofbythenumeralone.Nevertheless,whyisthedefinitearticlea/anrequired
althoughinalimitedcontext（i.e.inasingularcountnounphrase）?
Mynextquestionconcernsthenatureofthis・indefiniteness・.Previousresearchhasmainly
focusedonthediscussionofdefinitenessandthereisnotmuchdiscussiononthenatureofindefi-
niteness.Ifweassumethatthedefinitedeterminersignifiesthefeature［＋Def］,itfolowsthat
theindefinitedeterminera/anencodesthefeature［－Def］.But,whatdoesthismean?
Thisonlymeansthatagivennoun（phrase）isnotdefinite.But,astoucheduponabove,the
・notdefinite・readingcanbeconveyedbyothermeanssuchastheabsenceofanydefinitedeter-
miner.Forexample,Irishhasnoindefinitearticleandtheabsenceofthedefinitearticlesignifies
thatagivennounphraseisindefinite.
Basedonthesefacts,wemustaskwhattheraisond・etreoftheindefinitedeterminera/anis.
Comparedwiththedefinitedeterminer,itsroleinthePresent-dayEnglishdeterminersystemis
obscure.
Isuggest,albeittentatively,thattheindefinitearticleinPresent-dayEnglishhasonlythe
feature［＋Sg］（・singular・）.Sincethisfeaturecanbesignifiedbyothermeans.i.e.byone.The
indefinitearticlemakeslessofasemanticcontributionthanthedefinitearticlethe.
2.3.Diachronicaspect
Inthissection,Iwildiscusstheasymmetryintheemergenceofthedefiniteandindefinite
articles.Itiswidelyknownthattheindefinitearticlea/anappearedlaterthanthedefinitearticle
theinthehistoryofEnglish.Againthisisaphenomenontobeobservedinthecaseofother
languages.Forexample,inGermanthedefinitearticleemergednoticeablyearlierthanthe
indefinitearticle（Abraham1997:59）.
GoingfurtherbacktotheearlierdaysoftheIndo-Europeanlanguages,wefindthatancient
Greek（aroundthe9thto4thcenturiesBC）didnothavearticles;instead,ithaddemonstrative
pronouns（Smyth1920:284）.WhileModernGreekhasdefinitearticleswhichdevelopedfrom
weakeneddemonstrativepronouns,ithasnoindefinitearticles.Vincent（1997:149169）argues
thatfunctionalcategorieslikeD,CandI,whichareamplyinstantiatedinalthemodernRo-
mancelanguages,playalimitedroleoraresimplyabsentinLatin.Sinceneitherarticlesnor
cliticpronounsareattestedinLatin,itfolowsthattheyemergedlaterintheRomancelanguages.
WhataboutlanguagesotherthantheGermanicandtheRomancelanguages? Itisvery
difficulttoexhaustallanguagesoftheworld,buttypologicalstudiespointoutageneralten-
dencyforaD-systemtoemergelater.Greenberg（1978,1981）proposesthefolowingsequencefor
theevolutionofdefinitearticles:
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（3） noarticles→ anaphoricdemonstratives→ definitearticles
Alinal,wecansafelysaythatlanguageshaveacquiredtheirsyntacticdeterminersystem
intheorderofdefiniteandindefinitedeterminerscross-linguisticaly.Thatis,adefinitedeter-
minergoesfirst,andanindefinitedeterminerfolows.Inthisway,thereisacleargapinthetime
oftheirappearance.Nevertheless,neitherthereasonforthisasymmetricalemergencenorthe
relationbetweenthedevelopmentsofthetwodeterminershasbeendiscussedmuchbyresearch-
ers,inspiteofthefactthattheemergenceofdefinitearticleshasbeenrepeatedlyargued.Isthis
asinglechangeortwodistinctprocesses?
Chapter3 Grammaticalizationofadeterminersystem:
theemergenceofaDsysteminEnglish
3.1.NoDPsinOldEnglish
Astoucheduponabove,IassumethatOldEnglishhadnoobligatoryfunctionaldeterminer
system DP,unlikePresentdayEnglish,andthattheDPemergedintheMiddleEnglishperiod
andbecameestablishedbyaround1400.Thepossiblecounter-argumentagainstthisclaimisthat
thereweretwodemonstratives,namelyse（seo/t）,andes（is/eos）,whichfunctionedsome-
whatlikedeterminers.CanthesewordsbeafunctionalD?Wemustbecarefulwhenwedecide
whethersomelexicaliteminagivenlanguagequalifiesasfunctionalcategoryornot.AsAbney
（1987:64f.）argues,thenatureoffunctionalcategoriesismulti-faceted;functionalelementsare
generalyphonologicalyandmorphologicalydependent;functionalelementsareusualyinsepa-
rablefromtheircomplements;functionalelementslackdescriptivecontent;thesemanticcontri-
butionissecond-order,etc.However,noneofthesepropertiesarecrucialindecidingwhetheran
elementislexicalorfunctional.Eachofthesepropertiesconstitutesatendency.Notalofthese
propertiesneedtobesharedbyalfunctionalcategories.Therefore,Iwouldliketosuggest,in
additiontothefore-mentionedproperties,thatthepresenceofsyntacticeffectswhicharede-
pendentonthepresenceofarelevantfunctionalcategoryinagivenlanguageiscrucial（cf.
Abney,Osawa2000,2009）.
Whenwejudgewhetheracertainlexicalitemisafunctionalcategoryoralexicalcategory,
thejudgmentmustbemadesyntacticaly,notsemanticaly.AsPhilippi（1997:62）discusses,even
if・wefindinalthese（Germanic）languagesdemonstrativesusedinawaysimilartothearticle
ofthemodernGermaniclanguages,wecannotlabelthem asarticles,thelatter（i.e.articles）
actingasobligatorydefinitenessmarkersinmodernGermaniclanguages.・AfunctionalDis
syntacticalyrequiredinsomenominalstructuresinPresentdayEnglish.
Withthesethingsinmind,Iwilshowthatthereisnoevidencesuggestingthepresenceof
aDPinOldEnglish.
InOldEnglish,wecanfindexamplesofbareNPsinwhichdeterminerswouldberequiredin
Present-dayEnglish.
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（4） Her Martianus and Valentinus on-fengon rice
here Mauricius-nom. and Valentinian-nom.seized kingdom-acc.
（AS.ChronicleParkerMS,fromSweet1953:73）
・AtthispointMauriciusandValentinianseizedthekingdom・
In（4）,rice・kingdom・usualywouldneedadeterminerinPresent-dayEnglish.
Asmentionedabove,functionalelementsoftencannotoccurindependentlyoftheircomple-
mentsandtheyaregeneralyphonologicalyandmorphologicalydependentinPresent-day
English.
（5） a.Isawthe/a・（boy）.
b.・Theisagreatking.
However,demonstrativesinOldEnglishwerenotdependentonthenounornominalelements,
butwereindependentlexicalelements.Theevidencetoshowthiscomesfromthefactthatthey
wereusedasdemonstrativepronounswithoutthecompanyofnominalsasin（6）,orasan
antecedenttoarelative,meaningthat（man）that,hethatetc.:
（6） a.t ws god cyning！
that was good king-nom.
・thatwasagoodking・ （Beowulf11）
AmoredecisivepieceofevidencefortheabsenceofaDPcomesfromthefactthatthesyntactic
phenomenainvolvingaDParenotobservedinOldEnglishtexts.Iwouldliketopointoutthe
absenceofreflexivebindinginOldEnglish.InOldEnglish,personalpronounswereusedas
anaphorsandconsequently,themeaningofthesentence・Hekiledhim・wasindeterminate
whethertheobjectreferredtoisthesubjectornot.SinceaD-system isthelocusofbinding
propertiesofnominalsandpronouns,thisabsencefolowsifweassumethelackofaD-systemin
OldEnglish.
Onequestionwhichariseshereishowthetaskofidentifyingthereferentialityofanominal
isdoneinOldEnglishwithoutDPs,ifweassumethatthetaskofaDisdenotingaparticular
entityNPinthediscourseandconsequentlychangingpredicativeNPsintoreferentialargument
DPs（cf.Higginbotham1985）.・Referential・meansthataparticularentityispinneddowninthe
realworld.AccordingtoHigginbotham（1985）,asimplenounlikebookhasanopenplaceinit
andsodenoteseachofthevariousbooks.Thisopenplaceisareferentialargumentintheargu-
mentstructureofthewordbook,whichiscaled・Referentialrole・.Thispositionmustbebound
foranNPtobeanargument:
（7） a.Johnischampion.
b.・Imetchampionyesterday.
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Asshownabove,NPslikechampioncannotoccurinargumentpositionssuchassubjectand
objectpositionsofpredicativeverbs,sinceNPsareinherentlypredicativeandhencecannot
occurinargumentpositions.Thatis,anominalmustbespecifiedaseitherdefiniteorindefinite
forinterpretation.
IntheabsenceofaD-system,thetaskofidentifyingthereferentialityofanominalistaken
careofbymorphologicalcaseonheadnounsinOldEnglish.Caseaffixesattachedtoheadnouns
canbindtheReferentialrole.
（8） OldEnglish:stan・stone・stan-um・stones・（dativeplural）
（Osawa2000:63）
Thatis,nounscanbecomeargumentsofpredicatesiftheyarecase-markedinOldEnglish.What
madethispossibleisthelexical-thematicnatureofOldEnglishanditsthematicalymotivated
casesystem.Thelexical-thematicnaturemeansthatalconstituentsinagivenlanguagebelong
tolexicalcategories（i.e.NP,VP,AP）,andalsisterconstituentsarethematicalyinter-related.
FunctionalcategoriessuchasDP,CP,orTPdonotexistoraredevelopedonlylimitedlyinsuch
alanguage.Oneinstantiationofthisnatureisamorpho-semanticcasesystem.
InOldEnglish,morphologicalcasewasassignedtoathematicalyrelatedNP.Morphological
casewascloselyrelatedtothethematicrolesofnouns.InPresent-dayEnglishthethematicrole
ofsubjectoftheverblikeundergo,meaning・tobear・,・tosuffer・,isnotAgent,butPatient.Stil,the
subjectoftheverbundergocanbeassignednominativecase.Likethis,thereisnomotivated
relationbetweenthematicrolesandsyntacticcasesinPresent-dayEnglish.Theremaybea
many-to-manyrelationshipbetweenstructuralcasesandthematicroles.Whateveritsthematic
roleis,Agent,Patient,orExperiencer,nominativecasecanbeassignedtothesubject.However,
inalexical-thematiclanguagelikeOldEnglish,morphologicalcasewasassignedtoathemati-
calyrelatedNP.SeePlank（1981,1983）forfurtherdetailsofthiskindofcasesystem.
Underthiscasesystem,aconstituentislicensedtooccurinagivenargumentpositiononly
ifitisassignedanappropriatethetarole.Nounscanbecomeargumentsbythetaroleassignment
only,andthetarolesareexpressedintheformofmorphologicalcase:morphologicalcasemark-
ingissufficientforaNPtobeanargument.
ItistruethatitisdifficulttoprovethatOldEnglishwaspurelylexical-thematicbasedon
availableOldEnglishtexts.Stil,theobservedfactsstronglysuggestthattherewasamotivated
correlationbetweenthetarolesandmorphologicalcaseinearlyEnglish.
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NP＜1・＞
N＜1・＞
N＜1＞ caseaffix
stan um（dative,plural）
3.2.ThedemiseofmorphologicalcaseandtheintroductionofDPs
ThelevelingofinflectionalendingshadalreadybeguninOldEnglish,andbytheearlyMiddle
EnglishperiodmanyOldEnglishinflectionaldistinctionswerelost.Morphologicalcasecould
notperform thetaskofidentifyingtheReferentialroleofnounsandturningthem intoargu-
mentsanymore.Thethematicalymotivatedcasesystem decayedand,subsequentlyafunc-
tionalD-systemdevelopedtodothesamejobinEnglish.Thedemiseofmorphologicalcasehad
alreadyprogressedtoaconsiderableextentduringtheMiddleEnglishperiod.
TheOldEnglishdemonstrativese（themasculinenominative,singularform）wasreplaced
bytheformearound950.Thenominativemasculineseandfeminineseohadbecomeeinmost
regionsofEnglandby1300.Thisnewformecametobeusedasaninvariabledefinitearticlethe
about1400.
（9） a.thestructureofanNP OldEnglish
b.thestructureofaDP afterlateMiddleEnglish
Asshownabove,inOldEnglish,anominalphraseisanNP,aprojectionofanoun,whichconsti-
tuteslexicalcategoriesonly.AfterMiddleEnglish,onemoreprojectionhasappearedoverthe
lexicalNPdomainovertime.ThisnewprojectionisaDPwherethefunctionalcategoryDisits
head.
ThankstotheemergentD,newnominalconstructionsweremadepossible.Forexample,
groupgenitiveconstructionssuchasthekingofEngland・swife,whicharenotattestedinOld
English,wereestablishedassucharoundthemiddleofthe15thcentury.
Thestructureofagroupgenitiveconstructionisasfolows:
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NP
N
・
lexicaldomain
N
DP
Functionaldomain
D
・
D NP
Lexicaldomain
N
・
N
GroupgenitivesarenotpossiblewithoutaD-system,sinceinthisconstructionanotherDP
（i.e.thekingofEnglandabove）occursin［Spec,DP］position.Ifweassumethatthegenitiveform
wasreanalyzedasaD-head,wecaneasilyexplainthisinnovation.SeeOsawa（2007）forfurther
details.
Chapter4 Theemergenceoftheindefinitearticlea/aninEnglish
Inthepreviouschapter,Idiscussedtheemergenceofthedefinitearticle,theintheMiddleEnglish
period.Inthischapter,Idiscusstheemergenceoftheindefinitearticlea/an,andtrytoanswer
thequestionofwhytheindefinitearticleappearedlaterthanthedefinitearticle.
4.1.Thepriorstudies
Therearefewpreviousstudiesexaminingtheemergenceofindefinitearticles.Amongthem,
HopperandTraugott（2003）explainthedevelopmentoftheindefinitedeterminer,asaninstance
ofdivergence:
・Whenalexicalform undergoesgrammaticalizationtoacliticoraffix,theoriginallexical
form mayremainasanautonomouselementandundergothesamechangesasordinary
lexicalitems.Thischaracteristicof・divergence・isanaturaloutcomeoftheprocessof
grammaticalization・（HopperandTraugott2003:118,119）.
So,Present-dayEnglisha/andivergedfrom OldEnglishanandhasbecomeanindefinite
article,whiletheOldEnglishan,theoriginalform,hasremainedasanautonomouselementuntil
now.DivergencemaybeacorrectdescriptionofwhathappenedinEnglish,but,thequestionof
timegapoftheirappearanceisnotwelanswered.
BasedonthepreviousobservationsanddatafromTheWALSOnline,Iproposethefolowing
hypothesis:
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（10） DP
DP D
・
D
・
D NP
-・s
D NP N
・
the
N
・
N
wife
N PP
king ofEngland
HypothesisI:
TheemergenceofDPswasinitiatedbytheancestorsofthe,i.e.se/seo.Theancestorofthe
indefinitearticlea/an,thenumeralan,didnotcontributetothisprocessofgrammaticaliza-
tion.Rather,thereasonofitslateremergenceisthattheriseoftheindefinitearticleis
parasiticonthepresenceofthedefinitearticle.Thedefinitearticleemergedfirst:thisisthe
primarygrammaticalizationandtheindefinitearticleappearedduetotheestablishmentof
thedefinitearticlethe.
BasedontheexaminationofTheYork-Toronto-HelsinkiParsedCorpusofOldEnglishProse.
（YCOE）,Iclaimthatse/seocontributedtothisgrammaticalization,whileandidnotmakemuch
contributiontothisprocess.ThroughouttheYCOE,thefrequencyofthenumeralanisverylow:
Inordertoexaminethedifferentdegreeofthetwoprecursors・contributiontothe
grammaticalization,Ihaveexaminedthefrequencyofse/seoandanintheYCOEcorpus.The
examplesinvolvingthese/seoarecolectedaccordingtothetwotypes:
・TypeⅠa:［se＋NP］
・TypeⅠb:［se＋Adj＋NP］
・TypeⅡa:［seo＋NP］
・TypeⅡb:［seo＋Adj＋NP］
TheresultofthefrequencyofthesetypesintheYCOEisinTable2:
Theresultissummarizedasfolows:
AlthoughinthePPCME2（i.e.MiddleEnglish）,thefrequencyofthedescendantsofthenumeral
anisincreasing,itisstiloutnumberedbythedescendantsofse/seo.
Howisthefrequencyinvolvedinthegrammaticalizationprocess? HopperandTraugott
（2003:129）arguethat・diachronicstudiesoffrequencystartfromtheassumptionthatincreased
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Table2
TypeⅠa se＋NP 4970
TypeⅠb se＋Adj＋ NP 811
TypeⅡa seo＋NP 1175
TypeⅡb seo＋Adj＋NP 176
Table3 thefrequencyofanumeralanintheYCOE.
an＋NP 507
an＋Adj＋NP 59
Nounphrasesusingse/seo vs. nounphrasesusingan
93％ vs. 7％
frequencyofaconstructionovertimeisprimafacieevidenceofgrammaticalization.Themore
frequentlyaformoccursintexts,themoregrammaticalitisassumedtobe.Frequencydemon-
stratesakindofgeneralizationinusepattern.・
Putsimply,frequencyisanimportantfactoringrammaticalization.
ThefrequencyofoccurrenceofanthroughouttheYCOEandthePPCME2istoolowto
triggertheimportantchangeinthenominalstructureIhavediscussed.
Inthisconnection,Imakeanimportantsuggestionconcerningthenotionofgrammaticaliza-
tion.Iproposethefolowingsecondhypothesis:
HypotheisII:
Grammaticalizationisthecreationofanewspace/positioninagivenstructure.
InthecaseofaDP,aspacehasbeencreatedbeforeaheadnouninanominalstructure,
becauseademonstrativese/seowasfrequentlyplacedbeforeaheadnoun.Atfirst,theplacing
ofse/seobeforeanounwaslimitedtocasesinwhichse/seowasrequiredsemanticaly.Ifse/seo
wasnotneededsemanticaly,therewasnospacebeforenouns.However,therepeatedoccurrence
ofse/seomadethespacebeforenounslooklikeaconstantposition.Induecourse,thespace
beforeanounhasbecomeapermanentpositioninthenominalphraseirrespectiveofmeaning.
Thedemonstrativese/seo,triggeredthecreationofthisnewspaceinthenominalphrasestruc-
ture.Thisnewspacehasbecomeaheadposition.i.e.anewfunctionalheadD.Onceaspace,i.e.
anindependentprojectionDPinthenominalstructure,iscreatedandestablishedinthenominal
structure,otherelementscanoccupythespace,ormovefrom somewhereelseintothespace,
wheretheyundergogrammaticalizationaswel.ThisisindeedthecasewiththeOldEnglish
numeralan.Thenumeralan,whichhadthefeature［＋sg］only,wasgrammaticalizedinthat
positionandbecameaDheadwithoutmakingasubstantialcontribution.Itbecameanarticle
thankstothiscreatedposition.
Grammaticalizationisusualyassumedtobeaprocessbywhichlexicalwordschangeinto
functionwords.Thisprocessisanimportantpartofgrammaticalization,but,thiscategory
changeleadstoamoreimportantchangeinthenominalstructure.FolowingRobertsand
Roussou（2003）andGelderen（2004）,Iproposethatgrammaticalizationbringsaboutthestruc-
turalchangeinagivenstructure.TheemergenceofaDPbroughtaboutthestructuralchange
thatweobservedin（9）.Subsequentry,althoughdependingonthepropertiesofnominals,the
useofdeterminershasbecomeobligatoryinPresent-dayEnglish（cf.Gelderen1993,2000）.Se/seo
contributedtothecreationofthisspace,whileanwaslatergrammticalizedinthatdeterminer
spacecreatedbyse/seo.Thetimedifferenceintheirappearancecanbeaccountedforinthisway.
Chapter5 Conclusion
Inthispaper,Ihavearguedthattherearetwokindsofelementswhichareinvolvedinthe
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grammaticalizationprocessbywhichaDeterminersystememergedinEnglish.Oneisthecon-
tributorthattriggersagivenchange,whiletheotherisgrammaticalizedthankstotheprimary
contributor. Thisisrelatedtothesyntacticnatureofgrammaticalization;Iclaim that
grammaticalizationisdrivenstructuralyasdiscussedbyRobertsandRoussou（2003）and
Gelderen（2004）.
IhavefocusedontheemergenceofasyntacticDsysteminEnglishandhavearguedthat
se/seocontributedtothisgrammaticalization（aprimarygrammaticalization）,whileanwas
grammaticalizedthankstothisprimarygrammaticalization.Then,thereissuchatimediffer-
encebetweentheanda/anintheiremergence.
Ihavealsoproposedanewviewofgrammaticalization,thatis,grammaticalizationmeans
creatingaspace/placeintheclausestructureoveralexicaldomain/projectionandcausesa
structuralchange.Hence,grammaticalizationisasyntacticphenomenon（cf.Robertsand
Roussou2003,Gelderen2004）.Grammaticalizationisthecreationofanewspace/positionrather
thanthecreationofnewgrammaticalmaterials.Thisviewexplainswhygrammaticalizationhas
awide-rangingeffect,onceithasstarted.
＊ThisworksupportedbyGrant-in-AidfortheScientificResearchofJapanSocietyforPromotionof
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